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of the peshwaship he gained saranjam worth rupees thirty lac 
and twenty-thousand. >” He had gained saranjam worth rupees 
9,25,400 in prants Khandesh, Doulatabad, Pune, Junnar and 
Kadevalit, while the remaining worth rupees 20,95,000 were 


from other prants: > 


The robes of the Peshwaship were qiven to his eldest son 
Balaji Bajirac alias Nanasaheb by the Chhatrapati on Wednesday, 
the 25th of June 1740e°* Chhatrapatd Shahu died on 15 December, 


1749.°> 


The study of developments in these nine years will 
have to be separately made, as Shahu wis the last Chhatrapati 
to hold any semblance of control over the Peshwa and other 


sardars. 


Shahu had, however, allowed the situation to turn in fayour 
of decentralisation. Chhatrapati Shivaji had fixed the salaries 
of the Ashtapradhans; the annuali-salary of the Peshwa under 
Shiveji—washors-13.000- The satar St the 
ae given in a yaddy /4 om whieh it is stated that the 


N 
Peshwa was to get hons 13,000. This, however, remained in 
the yadi only and the Feshwa was given seventeen villages in 
parkar Narantha and thirteen villages in sarkar Goval in 


57 
mokasa in lieu of the annual salary of hons 13,000- 


Under such circumstances, the position of the Chhatrapati 


came to be challenged by even women in the Peshwa's family> 
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Radhabal, mother of Peshwa Bajirao, gave an order of 
prayaschitta - purifying penances - to Govind Hari who had 

~ employed @ batik) from the Mahar caste- Many Brahmins put 
forward the view that the order of the prayaschitta should be 
given by the king. Radhabail, overriding these views, ordered 
the performance of prayaschitta and communicated to Nana 
Furandare not to even conmunicate the news to Shahu if that 
would ie any complications. >" 

During the peshwaship of Balaji Bajirao, Shahu suffered 

on account of health, domestic and financial problems. 
Sakwarbai and Sagunabai, the two wives of Shahu, clashed with 
each other and interfered in the administration. Shahu in 
1745, gave an order in writing asking them not to interfere 
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in the administratione Yet the conflicts continued. The 


financial difficulties became so severe that it became 


difficult for Shahu to procure ordinary household provisions. °° 


Balaji Bajirao in a letter®? 


dated 21 October 1746 pointed out 
that the sarkar of the Swami became insolvent, the expenses 
and the conflicts of the mahals were uncontrollable and the 
Swami wholly busy in the home affairs. Due to all these 
difficulties, Shahu wished to die rather than suffer all 


these problems. $3 


The reference to the sarkar of the Chhatrapati made by 


Feshwa Balaji Bajirao himself clearly indicates the line of 
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policy that the Peshwa was adopting. The Peshwa in the lifetime 
of Chhatrapati Shahu wanted to show the government of the 


atid as @istinct and separate from that: the Peshwa- 


—— ——— 


—= ~ 
The financial difficulties of Shahu in face of the 


financial prosperity of the Peshwa, who had enough money to 
spend lavishly on the feast and dakshna of the Brahmins 


perhaps ted-to~the thinkina of removing Balaji Bajirao from 


the hestweatdin and “&ppointing Mudhoji Bhonsale /in his place.°9 


Balaji Ba jirao, therefore, was sian caed teen the Feshwaship 
by Shahue Though the exact date of the dismissal is not 
certain, it appears that the dismissal did take place in 
1746°4 But no one could come forward to shoulder the 
responsibility of the Peshwaship, as Balaji Bajirao used 
conciliation and threat in meeting the demands of Shahu. He, 
in January 1747, agreed to settle the debt of Shahu and the 
financial problems of his wives, and further agreed not to 
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enter the territory of Naik- Balaji Bajirao further threat- 


ened that if Shahu did not consider these proposals he would 


1 66 
also not respect the dg deulat of the Chhatrapati:« 


It was with this threat of the Peshwa and the selfish 
neutrality of the Maratha Sardars that the Peshwaship was 


again bestowed on Balaji Fajirao by Shahu- 


a9) 


The two yadis given by Shahu to Balaji Bajirao 
and the position of the Chhatrapati 


There are two yaais°’ supposedly aiven by Shahu to Balaji 


Bajirao prior to his demise.» By these orders it appears that 
Shahu realised the approaching death and was concerned about 
the continuation of administration. He, therefore, ordered all 
to run the administration, but they were not interested in it. 
He, therefore, _— fcific orders to Freshwa Balaji Bajirao: 
(1) to hold or to control the army, (2) to install a successor, 
(3) not to install a successor from Kolhapur, (4) to do as was 
ordered to the Chitnis, (5) to obey the orders of the successor 
and to continue the Rajmandal, (6) to protect the kingdom in 


eo nen 
consultation with the Chitnis, who was trustisoethy 6f Shahu- 


It was also laid down that the successor would not make any 


change regarding Balaji Bajirao- 


The second yadji laid down that it was the faith of Shahu 
that Balaji Pandit Pradhan would continue the administration 
and that the successor would continue his title of Fant FPradhan- 
Shahu ordered Balaji to serve by obeying the successor and to 
protec: the kin-dom- These two yadis, according to Yashwant 
Rajaram Gupte, were in the daftar of the successor of Balaji 
Awaji Chitnis. The copies of these two yadis are supposed to be 


in the Dabhade daftar in the possession of BISM, Pune 
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Though the yadis do not bear any seal or sioqnature of 
Shahu and, therefore, lack fi official sanction, it can be 
presumed that they were actually given by Shahu to Balaji 
Bajirao- a Ge presaweton that) Shahu gave the sole charge 
of administration to the office of the FPeshwa cannot be accepted. 
fhe reasons are as follows: Firstly, the yadi is given to 
the person of Balaji Bajirao and there is no mention in the 
yadis that the title of the Peshwa would be continued in the 
Bhat family» Secondly, Shahu in both the yadis ordered Balaji 
Bajirao to serve the kingdom by obeying the successor. (thirdly, 
there are no extant letters from Balaji Bajirao or any of his 
successors in which these yadis were referred to as giving Tern 


Avge 4 . My ee 
overriding authority to-them. oo © //% Cathe -praiho a 


—————— 


There is a mistaken belief that the Chhatrapati surrender- 
ed all his power to the Peshwa by and through these yadis- In 
the controversy regarding the genuingey or otherwise of 
Ramraja, Nana Purandare suggested five alternatives to Balaji 
Bajirao.°® One of the alternatives was that Balaji Bajirao 
should behave as he used to behave under Shahue The Peshwa, in 
answer, did , suagest that the reinstation of the former 
relationship between the Chhatrapati and the Peshwa was 
impossible» He did not quote the yadis which were only recently 


given. He was as a matter of fact ready to accept the alternae- 


tive if the members of his croup were kept in good positions. 


CS 


There was, therefore, theoretically and legally nothing 
that could subscribs. the power and the prestige of the 
Chhatrapati in spite of the yadis supposedly given by Shahu 


to the Feshwa-. 


Demise of Shahu and Changes in the Central Government 


Shahu, who was born on 18 May 1682°", expired on 15 December 
1749/9 at the age of 67 years. He had no legitimate sons. It 
was utterly careless and suicidal to the office of the 
Chhatrapati that Shahu did not think about the succession in 
good time and had to order through the two yadis Balaji Bajirao 
to install a successor. Shahu'’s indecisiveness was, it seems, 
mainly responsible for all the plots and counterplots that 


occurred after his demise. 
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Chhatrapati Shahu himself and [frimbak Sadashiv “, the 
representative of the Feshwa,have said that Ramraja was brought 
to the forefront by Tarabai- Ramraja, the controversial grandson 
of Tarabai, himself admitted that it was Tarabai who enthroned 


him. /? 


Feshwa Balaji Bajirao met Ramraja on 26 December 1749 near 
Vadut on the north bank of the river Krishna. 4 Nine days 
later ieee on 4 January 1750, Ramraja ascended the throne. 7° 
It should be noted that two days before the coronation 


Matushribai (Radhabai ?) and Gopikabai, accompanied by 


i) 


Vishwasrao and Madhavrao, the two sons of the Peshwa, had paid 
visit to Tarabai, when she presented all of them with clothes. 76 
Tarabai had taken the initiative in marrying Ramraja to the 
daughters of prominent Maratha sardars guch as Burhanji Mohite. 
These marriages were celebrated in February 1750. /7 Ramra ja, 
however, was not adopted, as there was none to give or to take 


him in adoption. 78 


After the accession of Ramraja as the Chhatrapati, Tarabai 
paid visit to Poona on 29 May 1750, when the Feshwa went out 
of Poona to welcome her. /? It was through the good offices of 
Tarabad that the Peshwa receive’ the fort of Sinhagad from 


| sae! 80 
the Saciv on 6 July 1750. 


There is, however, reason to believe that Tarabai had 
since the occasion declared that Ramraja was not genuine. here 


isa letter”! 


dated 26 July 1750 written from Pune which refers 
to the continyed insistance of Tarabai that Ramraja was not 
genuine. The Feshwa, of course, could not question thise He 
was worried about the dishonour that would be created among 

the people and, therefore, wanted that Tarabai should declare 
on oath that Ramraja was genuine. Tarabai was not prepared for 
this and had firmly decided to bring Karvirvasi i-e- Sambha ji 
of Kolhapur to be enthroned in place of Ramra ja. °” The Peshwa, 
therefore, in order to settle the problem invited Ramraja to 
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8. 
Poonas he reached Poona on 14 August 1750- But no agreement 


8&0 


could be reached. 


In the meanwhile the Peshwa satisfied the Maratha sardars 
like Raghuji Bhonsale, Jayappa Shinde and Holkar-. While 
Raghuji was given the jagir which the Pratinidhi had in the 
prant Varad, the demands of Shinde and Holkar were also 


accepted. atl 


The Peshwa thus removed the probable supporters of Tarabai- 

The conflict between Ramraja and Tarabai was exploited by the 
Peshwa and through the initiative of Sadashivrao Bhau the 
agreement of Sangola was gained in Octcber 175089 The agreement 

_of Sangola was the result of the campaign of the Peshwa against 
the] Pratinidhs in order to reduce his strength. By the agreement 
Peshwa gained territories in Gujrat and Karnatak and made 
arrangements regarding the maintenance of the Chhatrapati and 
the ashtapradhans. © 


Ramraja was put in confinement at Satara by Tarabai in 


87 
November 1750, the confinement continued till 28 March 1763. 


During these years there was no Chhatrapati- Though Tarabai 
declared on oath in 1752 that Ramraja was not the son of 
Shivaji rr °8, no steps were taken by the Peshwa to install a 
new Chhatrapati. Tarabai, again in 1758, declared that Ramraja 


was not genuine. °” Tarabai, thus in 1750, 1752 and 1758 


repeatedly pointed out that Ramraja was not genuine. 


84 


driven out not because he had any sympathy for them, but 
because Tarabai with Govindrao Chitnis, Dabhade and Baba ji 


Naik would become too strona: 


Nana Purandare had, it appears, suqgested fine alternative 
policies to the Peshwa Balaji Bajirao to be adopted towards 
the Chhatrapati. 202 The Peshwa in reply suggested his reactions 


to the three of the five alternatives. 


The first alternative suggested by Nana Purandare was that 
the Peshwa should behave as he used to behave under Shahu- The 
Peshwa in reply to this did not quote the yadis given by Shahu, 
as suggesting that it was difficult or in any way impossible 
for him to behave as under Shahue The Peshwa, as a matter of 
fact, was ready to behave as he used to do so under Shahu, 


provided the men of his party would be kept at good places. 


The Peshwa, thus, unlike some researchers in Maratha 
history, did not feel that the yadis given by Shahu gave him 
such an authority that the relationship as it existed between 
Shahu and the Feshwa could not be repeated. He did not accept 
this alternative because, he felt that bs Members of his 
pa party were ltable for amon ee demotion Peshwa Balaji Pajirao 
himself thus felt even after the demise of Shahu that he had 


no overriding power. 


The second alternative of takina the side of the Chhatrapati 


the Karbharis, while her husban: proceeded to Gujrat» She 
wrote two letters on 2 September 1778, one to Nana Fadnis and 
the other to SakharamBapu. In her letter Nana Fadnis!® 6 she 
discusses the — of Brahmani ddulat, by the 
Karbharis in the paste She pointed out to Nana Fadnis that he 
was the Fadnis of a agulat of three generations and that this 
Brahmani dgulat was suffering a decline. She informed him 

that two English regiments had reached Bundelkhand and other 
regiments were followings She quite clearly pointed out to 
Nana that her husband had taken the aid of the English only to 
protect his life. She was, however, keen on upkeeping the 
Brahman Dpulat. Anandibai in this letter had used the word 
Brahmani repeatedly and had indicated her concern about its 


continuation. 


In her letter to SakharanBapu?>’ 


she has, quite obviously, 
elaborated her views and shown a clear understanding of 

future, and especially the policy of the English. She explained 
that only to avoid running from place to place (due to the 
pursuit of the minister's army) they had chosen to join the 
Englishe The conditions of the English for their help ~ 
regarding the places to be given for factories and the presence 
of their army - were accepted by Raghunathrao with creat 


unwillingness. She, however, showed her clear understanding of 


the policy of the English towards Sajaeud-daulah and Muhammad 
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Ald /in both of which cases, she says, the British quite humbly 


went as servants and after their entry in their affairs became 
aA 
the masters of their dg@ulats: Sujacud-daulah and Muhammad Ali 
came in the difficulty even though they themselves were alert 
and had good advisers. “he frankly admitted that her husband 
had no competent Karbharis and that the character of her 
despite their knowledge of all these factors the Karbharis were 
bringing out the downfall of the Brahmani ddulat. She, however, 
showed her confidence in the Karbharis that inspite of the 
terrible odds, they would be in a position to turn the tide 
in fayour of Brahmani doulat and Raghunathrao. If, however, 
they failed to do things required of them they would get all 
the blame of surrendering the Brahmani dgulat to the English.» 
She repeated the reasons of joining vie ieguend the policy of 
the karbharis either to bring Raghunathkao in difficult 


I. situation or to end his lifee She did not want that. the 


Brahman4 )snouta fall in the hands of the English: 


Three years later i-e., on 12 January 1781 another remark- 
able woman, Ahilyabai Holkar, was reported to have praisea? 8 
the rule of the Brahmin karbharis at Pune. She spoke that the 
rr — a , 
Karbharis shouldered the responsibility of the doulat when 
their master was minor and they had no sufficient money. They, 


she further pointed out, kept communication with all and tried 
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to manage the political affairs. 


SakharanBapu and Nana Fadnis were the two prominent 
Sis Mansa at Punee In the year 1778-79 both of them made an 
agreement?>” on oath. The agreement, containing eighteen 
articles, begins with the intention that it was drafted for 
the proper administration of the dgulat of Madhavrao Narayan 
Pant Pradhane The agreement, however, is mainly concerned 
with the positions of the two karbharis in the agulat and the 
need of acting in unison. It was laid down that on the official 
documents of administration, called the karbharachi yadj, Hapu 
should write devaye, meaning may be given and Nana should write 
yenepramane, meaning ‘Like this IE Sakharambapu would give 
birth to or adopt a son, another article says, the son of Bapu 
should be trained and raised to the same position with the 
right of writing gevave on the official letters» The article, 
thus, reflects upon the attitude of the Karbharis, who wanted 
to keep the vower of administration not only in their hands 
but also in their families. The conflict among the Deshastha 
and the Konkanastha subcastes of the Brahmins was also referred 
to in one of the articles, where it is stated that any of them 
should not trouble the subcastes of the other. It was further 
laid down that the financial matters, administration of forts 
ana the punishment of the traitors should be dealt with mutual 


understanding and with open minds- The ofterepeated sentence 


in the agreement was that there whould be no duplicity between 
the two and forgetting the previous acts of omission and 
commission the ubhayata karbharis should act in concerte The 
agreement, it appears, was concluded on sacred oath by both 
of them. And yet, Nana Fadnis in April 1779 ieee immediately 
after signing the SenePrent , Hae Sakharambapu confined at 


Sinhagad on charges of treachery. ?©° 


He was then shifted to 
Pratapgad and thence to Raigad where he expired on 2 August 


1781. 261 


fhe main significance of the agreement between Sakharanbapu 
and Nana Fadnis lies in the fact that both of them were solely 
concerned in maintaining their position in the dduiat of the 
Peshwae In the agreement there is no reference to the authority 
of the Peshwa; the agreement reflects upon the supreme control 


Nana Fadnis had assumed in the affairs of the FPeshwa.- 


Nana Fadnis had wielded a thorough control on reshwa 
Madhavrao Narayan, who was his trump card in the power-politics 
within and outside the Maratha confederacy- ‘the Peshwa, 
however, met with an accidental death on 27 October 1795+ The 
only surviving male members in the Peshwa's family were the 
three song of Raghuna:hrao yiz-, Amritrao, Bajirao and Chinmmnaji 
Appa. While Amritrao was adopted by Raghunathrao in 17686 and 


was about 31 years old in 1795'©?, Bajirao and Chimnaji Appa 


own, could not implement his order in practice; the strength 
of the Gaikwads could only bring about the change. The 
incident also shows how immediately the Maratha mamlatdars in 
Gujrat were imitating the Mughal subhedars in Gujrat in the 
first half of the eighteenth century, when the new appointee 
in Gujrat had to make good the appointment by using force and 


friendship of the Marathas. 


II. Dismissal 


The appointing authority was empowered to make changes 
or transfers in the kamavis» The mamlat of taluka Ahmedabad 
was transferred from Apaji Ganesh to Gopalrao Ganesh as the 
former failed to pay the amount of money, when money was 


sorely needed by the garkar. meaning here the Peshwa. 


The postion of kamavisdar depended upon the sardar who 
appointed hime In case he failed to return the amounts to the 
sardar, his property pal the danger of confiscation. The 
case of Lalaji Ballal n be cited as an example. 

Lalaji Ballal was the kamavisdar of both paragana of 
samsthan of Kota and paragana Patan. ® He was removed from ia 
mamlat of paragana Patan by Mahadji Shinde and his house was 
attached under Mahadji'‘s orders.” In his place Harirao Yadav 


10 


was appointed as the kamavisdar. When Lalaji met Mahad ji 


and settled the accounts, the japti. i.e. atiachment, was 


lifted; Mahadaji ordered to restore any of Lalaji's belong- 


1l 


ings if taken-"” He also restored the kamavisdari to Lalaji 


from Harirao Yaday.?? 


Lalaji was also the kamavisdar of Kotae The mamlat of 


Kota was removed from him and in his place Amritrao Raghunath 


13 


was appointed the kamayisdar. Mahadji, however, removed 


Amritrao Raghunath from the kamayig of Kota and reinstated 
CC him aw appert inet weth Ausaca 1456. 


1g Mebedp gow = 
Lalaji.” , Lalaji Ballal, the kamavisdar of paragana Patan, 


was removed from the post and in his place Anandrao Rudra 

was appointed; he was ordered in the name of Janakoji Shinde 
on 3 October 1763 to give the amount collected in the paragana 
for the current year (1763-64) to the new kamavisdar.*® Lalaji 
Ballal, however, continued to be kamayisdar till November 


17 


1763. Anandrao Rudra is referred to as the kamavisdar of 


1 


paragana Patan by Kedarji Shinde.?® ana again on 22 July 1764, 


Lalaji Ballal was appointed the kamavisdar of paragana Patan 


after removing Anandrao Rudra. 2 


III. Duties 


The main duty of the kamavisdar, as the name implies, was 
to collect the revenues which were in the form of mokaaa, 


sardeshmukhi |babti | /° These amounts, varied from year to 


year as they depended upon the revenue collection in the 
sullhas- Peshwa Balaji Bajirao, in place of the kamavis system, 


adopted the system of makhta in paragana Jainabad. “+ 


Under 
the makhta system the monopoly of collection was given to 
the kamavisdar, who was in return to pay a fixed amount for 
a particular year-e The amount was to be increased every years 
it (the addition) was called ag the chagh- In addition, the 


Peshwa fixed kargavattd fon the mahals-e By these additions 
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the financial burden on the peasants in the region increased. 


The annually increasing amount was needed, as Peshwa 


Balaji Bajirao himself pointed out in a letter to a kamavisdar, 


22 


toldistribate to the Brahmins in the month of Shrawane The 
{s 


kamavisdar was also expected to collect qhee in the paraqana 
and to send it to Pune, where it was neeied in large quantity 


for the feast te the Brahmins. > 


The kamavisdar was usually in difficulty about collecting 
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the dues, due to the disturbances in the region. 
kamavisdar collected the dues which the Marathas were 
authorized to collect. The Mughal officers used to also collect 
their dues from the paragana creating conflict between the two- 
When the ruler of Broach collected twentyone thousand rupees 
instead of fourteen thousand, he was severely warned not to 

do so. 2° This was, therefore, a source of conflict in the 
regione In case the dues were not collected, the kamavisdar 
communicated the matter to the jagirdar, who had to think 


about a punitive expedition. The kamavisdar, if he collected 


the dues, sent the amount to the jagirdar- He was also to 


notify the share of the shrimant or the sarkar ieee the *eshwa 


in the amount which was sent to the jagirdar.?? 


Jayaji Shinde 
reprimanded the kamavisdar for not communicating the share 


of the sarkar in the amount sent. 28 Ranoji = ordered 


as 


Balaji Yeshwant kamavisdar of paragana sang to pay 20-5% of 


"the collection to Rangho Hari, the nanledar of Yashwantrao 


Pawar in the paragana. 2? Ranoji Shinde ae the kamavisdar 


ee 
of paragana Kote to collect dues as per agreement from the 
ro) / 
Maharaya and exert himself in the matter. Ranoji threatened 


re) 
punishment, if Maharayé continued to remain in default. *” 


The kamavisdar was ordered tO pay some amount of money to 
other persons; this amount was to be deducted from the 
collection of the regione Malharji Holkar and Jankoji Shinde 


(not alive at the time) ordered Vishnu Mahadeo, kamavisdar of 


paragana jaipur to pay Vishwasrau Laxman, who was sent to 
Malwa by the Shrimant, rupees 40, 000 31 manadji Shinde ordered 
Lalaji Ballal Gulgule, kamavisdar of paragana Patan,to give 
rupees 5,500 to Gulraj and Nandaram the vakils of Ahmad Shah 
Abdali to be given as presents in cash, cloth and to yover 
the price of an elephant to be given to Abdali and Shah Wali 
Khan from Raghunathrao.?* This amount was to be deducted from 


the amount to be sent from the paragana of Patane 


A kamavisdar was ordered to get hold of four gwars. who 


re oe 
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had not settled their nalbandj accounts™”, while kamavisdars 


Tt 


of Mandasor, Tawadabag, Shahajapur, Uchod, Sunera, Mahatpur }/ 


ST 


and Sarancpur were ordered to release the families of the 


Rohillas which were confined in the paraganas.°* 


Mahadji Shinde, on 28 December 1786, transferred the 


v 
mamlat of samsthan Raghogad in at eae from Maloji Ingale 


35 a document 


to Lalaji Gulgulee Mahadji issued a kalambandi. 
containing ten articles, which explained the duties of the 
kamavisdar- These articles reflect upon the disturbances in 
Khechiwada and the concern of Mahadji in protecting the 


peasants. 


Mahadji Shinde ordered the kamavisdar to bring the 
aie alias and people who had left the region, back to their 
/wiliages. He nggiedialel asked the kamavisdar to classify land 


———— 


in jirayit, te.) land seceding watersupply from rain only and 
bagayit, ives tbnd—receiving watersupply from wells and-canals, 
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and fina out the extent of the fallow land. The fallow land, 


Mahadji ordered, should be brought under cultivation, by 
or 
giving orotection to the peasants ‘dn a period of five yearse 


The peasants should be civen seeds, foider and tagai through 
ee 


the bankers. The amount @f th® bankers should be paid through 


the produce of the land. ( 


~ 


The kamavisdar was also ordered to send farmag. which 
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wes/any article, nicety or curio, which the Peshwa or sardar 

iii The kamavisdar of paragana Jainabad according to the 

~ orders of the Feshwa supplied twenty-five bandukhas , °° He was 
further asked, on 9¢7-1756, to supply light pandukha -of qood 

quality. The price of O96. bandukha, -meaning-a-mucket. was 


eleven pumice? 


Mahadji Shinde, on 13 June 1763, asked Lalaji Balial, 
the eer of Kotg to send pandan, attardani and i 
qulabdani? 8, while he asked for two bandukha‘ and varkna Jot 


gold on 16 April 1767, he again ordered him to supply Randukha» , 


a good horse and two books of Bhaqwat and Bharat.?? 


i (ako 


Nana Fadnis repeatedly wrote to Deorao Mahadeo Hingane 
asking them to send any article, which was called as larmas, 
to € 
to him. 4° Nana Fadnis was anxious i og ornaments 


and pictures from north India. 4 


The Maratha kamavisdar especially in Gujrat in the 
"eee 
beginning of the nineteenth century came in contact with the 
merchant class and the irregular practices sometimes followed 
py the kamavisdar led to the complaints on the part of the 


merchants. A petition‘? 


was submitted by the merchants of 
Dholka to the Baroda government requesting it to order the 
kamavisdar of Dholka to discontinue some irregular practices. 


The kamavisdar was, according to the petition , to be 


instructed not to levy dandfuroi. meaning confiscation of 
property for the realization of finee The kamavisdar, moreover, 
was to pay the merchants the price of commodities purchased 

at the rate of not less than annag fourteen per rupee. They 
complained that Jitabhai Gaikwad purchased gold at the rate 

of annas twelve per rupee. The merchants also complained that 
the kamavisdar had raised dalali, i-es conmission receipts, 

of Zalawad and Surangi from rupees 400 to rupees 700 and 


that he had imposed a new tax on the weighing of groceries. 


The kamavisdar thus it appears tended to purchase 
commodities at a rate lower than the marketeprice and 


sometimes increased the burden of taxes. The kamavisdar also 


fined the merchants and in cases of failure of the payment 


of fine confiscated their property-> 


Ive The salary of the kamavisdar 


The kamavisdar was, originally, an official sent to 
collect revenue or dues in a paragana under the occupation of 
Marathas and for his services he received annual salary. The 
kamavisdar of paragana Ambe Padtur, which was posthumously 
given to Samsher Bahadur, was to get rupees 800 per year. ©? 
The kamavisdar of paracana Patan received an annua. salary 


of rupees one thousana. “4 


Lalaji Ballal Gulgule was appointed as the kamavisdar of 


both the paraganas of Ratnapur Khedi and Patan in the year 
1781 and 1789 respectively» He was to receive for each 
paragana an annual salary of rupees one thousand. *5 The system, 
where the kamavisdar received salary, was called as the 
kamavis system and the system of farming was called either 
as pakhta or ijara- The earliest reference about the change 
occurs during the Peshwaship of Balaji Bajiraoe The mamlat 
of paragana Jainabad was under kamavis for some yearse Peshwa 
Balaji Bajirao, in 1743-1744, ordered that the income from 

46 similarly the mamlat of 
paragana Umarkhed was oiven in kamavis to anba jiffant, who 


the paragana should be farmed out.e 


could not pay the dues regularly, resulting in the arrears of 
rupees 8,000. The mamlat was, therefore, transferred to 


Krishnaji Anant Tambe in makhta system by Nana Fadnise “7 


The Maratha sardars, in due course, followed the practice 
of farming the revenue- The mamlat of the shares of the 
Peshwa and Shinde in paragana Patan in prant Malwa, was 
assigned to Lalaji Ballal Gulgule in kamavis from the year 
17751776 to 1780+1781.*® It was under the orders of Mahadji 
Shinde, given in ijara to Lalaji for a period of six years 


from the year 1781-1782. *? 


The change from kamavis to makhta, however, could not 
solve the question of regular paymente Krishnaji Tambe, the 


farmer of the paragana Umarkhed, appointed by Nana Fadnis, 
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also failed to pay the amount regularly. °° 


Ve Kamavisdar and 4amindar 


The kamavisdar usually came in close contact with the 
zamindar in the regione Shankaraji Mahadeo and Shivrao Ganesh, 
kamavisdars of paragana Indore, instead of living in the 
official residence, started residing in the yada. i-e- the 


house, of Mandaloi.>+ 


Malharrao Holkar had to warn both of 
them not to live in the yada of Mandaloi. >? The kamavisdar was 
given presents, villages, houses and cavalry by the local 
rulerse Lalaji Gulgule had received garden, haveli, ise-e a 


place of residence and paga from Maharao of Kota." 


Mahad ji 
Shinde was not only fully aware of these corrupt practices, 
but also allowed it to be continued even after the transfer 
of the kamavis from Lalaji to Amritrao Raghunathrao, as the 


kamavisdar of Kota. >4 


Both the kamavisdar and the zamindar were given sanads, 
in post-Madhavrao period, by the Peshwa and the Maratha sardare 
The zamindar and kamavisdar of paragana Patan in prant Malwa 
was civen sanads by Shrimant Pant Pradhan Swami and also by 
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the sarkar, a term referring to Shinde. The kamavisdar who 


worked on behalf of the Peshwa was also given a sanad by 


Shinde. *© 


VI. Govindpant Kher, the Kamavisdar of Bundelkhand and 
Antarved: A Case Study 


Govindpant Kher, popularly known as Govindpant Bundele, 
was given the kamavis of the prant Bundelkhand by the Peshwa, 
in 1742 and after five years he, with a contingent, tried to 
establish the authority of the Peshwa in Bundelkhand. >” In 
1754 he gained prominence as mamlatdar and in 1757 is referred 
to as the kamavisdar of both the Peshwa and Janakoji Shinde. °° 
The role of Govindpant as the kamavisdar and in particular in 
the battle of Panipat (1761) has been discussed by V~-Ke 
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Rajwade~” and T.S.e Shejwalkare 


Peshwa Balaji Bajirao had by 1757 made inquiries in the 
working of the kamavisdar in North India and had, upon inquiry, 
punished the guilty kamavisdars» The mahals under the kamavis 
of Hingane and Naro Shankar were taken back as they were found 
guilty on charges of keeping arrears.°* It was by this time 
that Naro Shankar had proceeded to serve Janakoji Shinde. The 
financial affairs of Govindjant were also under investigation 
by two persons, Trimbak Nana Kanitkar and Janardan Erande 


- 
sent by Sadashivrao Bhau with Govinddant himself in 1758.92 


; 


a as the kamavisdar had to pay about fourteen 
lacs every year to the Peshwa- On 14 June 1756 the Peshwa had 


made an agreement with onto for the receipt of rupees 
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thirteen lacs and seven thousand, out of which rupees five 
lacs fiftyseven thousand were to be from prant Bundelkhand 


and rupees seven lacs and fifty thousand from prant Antarveg-°* 


The Peshwa, in his letter®* 


dated 2 July 1758 asked ouncugihiean 
to send rupees five lacs fifty thousand from Bundelkhand, — 
rupees 4,50,000 from prant Itawa, rupees, 1,00,000 from prant 
Darapur and rupees 3,00,000 from sarkar Kadakura- The total 


sum Of rupees fourteen lacs was for the current year.°° 


covindfant thus, it appears, paid the dues regularly to 
the Peshwa,| wno in July 1758 asked for the amount of the 
current year and not for any arrears.» He was, however, charged 
in Novenber 1759 of certain irregular practices by the Fadnis- 
It was oaid down that Govindpant collected less dues than 
before and increased expenditure on military establishment. 
‘His boen tte sons took presents (bheti). nazar and antaatha/ * 
Govind} t, in view of the Fadnis of the Peshwa, terrorized 
“Janindars who wanted to meet the Fadnis- The partitition of 
the mahals in Bundelkhand between the Yeshwa and — Shinde 
was made by Govindfants In the parti¢ition Govindtant, the 
Fadnis accused, gave the mahals which needed a little military 
establishment to the Shinde, while the mahals requiring heavy 
military establishment were given to the Peshwa. (V.Ks) Rajwade, 
has elaborated the corrupt practices of Govindgant and heaped 


the responsibility of the disaster of Panipat on his shoulders. 
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T.Ss Shejwalkar,/on the other hand, while admitting the 
defects of detintikans. has criticised the system established 
by the Feshwa, wherein Govinabant, a Karhada Brahmin of sixty 
years rather than Janakoji Shinde, a dashing Maratha sardar, 


was kept in charce of cutting the supply lines of Abda1i .©° 


The conflict between the Karhade Brahmins and the 
Konkanastha Brahmins at Benaras just prior to the battle of 
Panipat®’ is reflected also ee the historical writing of 
Ra jwade and She jwalkar. °° The) soctal conflicts, thus, did 


a, 


affect oy Acoma eventse\ ¢ 


VIIe The agsistants of the kamayigdar 


The assistants and their salaries too varied from 


paragana to paragana: ( 


vo The kamavisdar in paragana Ambe Padtur was to have Fadnis, 


Ma jamdar, Karkun/; Kotwal and Mushrif as his assistants with 
“rupees 200, 200, 150, 75 and 50 respectively as annual 
salary-°? On the other hand the kamavisdar of paragana Patan 
had under him Fadnis, Bakshi and Karkun with annual salaries 
in rupees 400, 359 and 250 respectively. /° He was also to 
have two more Karkuns, Vesaji Ram, Ma jandar and Anantrao 
Ganesh who respectively received rupees 800 and rupees 700 
per year. ’+ The kamavisdar of paragana Ratanpur Khedi was to 


have two Karkuns each having annual salary of rupees 150 and 


anda eye kayastha Ra spate Baek having salary of rupees 50 per 
7 


annum. 2 He was also to have footmen and thirty-four bargirs, 


for whose expenses an amount of rupees 14,077 was earmarked. 7 


The kamavisdar of paragana Patan was to hve, according to 


the kalambandj dated 29 August 1789, a Fadnis, a Karkun and 


a Bakshi with annual salary of rupees 400, 250 and 350 


respectively. /4 
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Sometimes the kamavisdar also worked as the 


Fadnise 


There was absolutely no proper system forthe payrent 
of salaries, Mahadji Anbaji was appointed as a fadnis at Of 
Prant Bundi; he was to be given an annual salary of rupees 
three thousand. 76 This amount,.distinct from the account of 
Sarkar makhta,was to be given to him every year. !? 
therefore, an additional burden on the paragana. 


This was, 


The Fadnis was appointed by the Maratha sardars- Ranoji 
Shinde, on 23 Yecember 1733, ordered Ragho Vitthal, the 


kamavisdar of paragana Rajgad. that Govind Vishwanath had 


been appointed as the fadnis of the paragana and his services 
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should be availed of. The salaries of the es were, 


sometimes, not regularly paid» Kedarji Shinde, in such an, 


instance, warned err Ballal to pay the arrears 3# the 


salaries and to Seats no lapse in future. 7° 


, 


—— 
fhe kamavisdar had tarafdars in charge of the tarfs in 


ae 


the daragana.™ In addition to these civil assistants, the 
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respectively.” While the entire amount was collected from 
prant Varad, rupees 57,904/11 and rupees 11,909/13 were shown 
ag arrears for prant Gangathadi and prant Khandesh respectively. 
The total of these three figures is 6,32,216/6, which has been 
shown as the income on account of sardeshmukhi for the current 
yeare This figure was an improvement over the previous year, 

for which the amount collected was 2,07,678/12. Just as the 
income fron sardeshmukhi is shown, the expenditure is also 


showme 


The expenditure shown is on three accountse They are 
hujarat kharcha, peshkash mogalai and sardari kharcha- For 
these heads, rupees/annas 2,03,622/8, 3,13,366/1 and 93,290/9 
are showne These expenses were for a ee expected to be 
given to Rajarshi Chhatrapati Swami , fer khandani to the Mughals , 


A 
and for the military expenses made by the Peshwa on the sardarse 


The watan of sardeshmukhi and nadgoudki of seven 
villages « Kasaba Tarle, Mouje Boposhi, House Tondosi, Neuje 
Vajarosi, Meu je Marulosi, Nga je alien and rouse Ghot = 
were given by Shahu to his sister Bhawanibai Mahadik, wife of 
Snankaraji Raje Mahadike °° Later on, upon the wishes of 
Bhawanibai,who performed the sahagaman, Shahu continued the 
right of collecting sardeshmukhi and nadagoudi to the younger 


son rather than the eidest sons? 


157 


Shahu farmed out the babti and the sardeshmukhi of prant 
Gujrat and prant Malwa to the Feshwa for a sum of rupees two 


rae 


As a result of the method of farming the amounts 
collected unjer the head of babti and sardeshmukhi never came 
to the treasury. The system of farming was responsible for 
corruption and forcible exactions, while the Chhatrapati 
became financially dependent on the Peshwa. The agreed amount 
of rupees two lac was not received by Shahue The Peshwa 
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only gave a written promise of paying the amount. 
manner, the amount collected by way of sardeshmukhi stopped 


reaching the royal treasury. 


Sekhoji Sawantrao, Narharrao Jiwaji and Mukundrao Sabaji 
a 
were given some paraganas in saranjam in prants Gadh¢, Malwa 
Patane and Prayage They were ordered to deduct 35% of the 


total income, for babti and sardeshmukhi and 2% for potadari- 


The 37% of the total amount was to be given to the kamavisdars 


sent by the Huzur.°* 


The tanakha of a paragana was first of all fixed on the 
basis of the tanakha received last year+ Some amount was added 
a , = 
Xf ite The total of these two figures became the tanakha of 


the current yeare 


Sardeshmukhi was 12.5% of the total amount which was 


added to the tanakha.- The example of paragana Kotul in prant 
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3- Expenditure on account of the sardars 

Out of the total expenditure of rupees 2,41,89,10¢ for the 
year 1772-73, the expenditure on account of the garanjami sardars 
was rupees 2,32,09,557; the expenditure was thus 95% of the total 


expenditure. /38 


Tukoji Holkar, with an amount exceeding seventy~- 
five lac tops the list and Mahadji Shinde the second with fifty- 
five lac rupees. The declined position of the Dabhade is clear 
from the small amount of rupees twenty-seven thousand. On the 
Other hand, ine Fawar familly shared rupees 6,19, 279 among its 


dozen members and the Kadam Bande family had rupees 93,237 only- 


Most of the sardars belonged to the Maratha castee There 
are mentioned in the list fifteen Brahmin gardarg, out of 
which Vamanrao Govind Patwardhan with saranjam worth 24 lacs, 
Naro Shankar Rajebahadar with 13 lacs and Shivaji Vitthal 


with 12 lacs appear prominent. +39 


The comparative strength of Shinde and Holkar changed 
after the year 1772-73, so that by the year 1800-1801, 
Dgulatrao Shinde had saranjam worth more than rupees seventy~- 
seven lacs while Kashirao Holkar had approximately sixtynine 
lac. 2 The seniority of the Holkar family is seen by its first 
entry on the list. The Patwardhans barely maintained their 
position with saranjam worth rupees twentysix lacs approximately- 
Narsi Khanderao had saranjam worth rupees twelve lacs, 


Madhavrao Anand Raste after the death of his father succeeded 
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There was, however, one exception to thise The Bhonsales 
of Nagpur also used the jaripatka- Raghuji Bhonsale II of 
Nagpur had jaripatka along with nagara®®. This was referred to 
by the newswriter Shriram Sadashiv in his letter to Poona. 

"he wording in the letter is nagara nishan jaripatka. V.Ke 
Rajwade, the editor, has used commas between the three words 


| indicating that nishan was different from jaripatka, but if 


the commas are removed (as they did not exist in the modi 

\ writing) it would have the meaning of jaripatka flage The 

- newswriter further informs that the people saluted the 
jaripatka at different places causing delay in the movement 
of Raghuji- Raghuji, therefore, kept the jaripatka with 


7 


Parsojie® The importance and the veneration given to the 


~en 


| jaripatka by the people is noteworthy. The jaripatka was 
given to the Bhonsales of Nagpur by Chhatrapati Shahu. 78 


In an undated aqreement between the Chhatrapati of 
Kolhapur and Raghunathrao, there is a reference to the 


rAt }= 


Jaripatka and nagara of the sarkar, meaning here the <f 


| Chhatrapati. °? The jaripatka thus continued to be the flag of 

| the Chhatrapati and as such it had official sanction. Peshwa 

q Bajirao II asked Govindrao Gaikwad to prevent Aba Shelukar, 
the Peshwa's own subhedar, from collecting the revenue of 
Ahmedabad. 4°? Govindrao, therefore, sent his own men against 


Aba Shelukar, who had the jaripatka at Ahmedabad.» Govindrao 
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Conclusion 


Shivaji was aware of the sovereignty that he as the 
Chhatrapati and his kingdom the Swarajya enjoyed. He had all 
the powers in the Swarajya and had a thorough control over 
the administration in the kingdom. His sons, though aware 
of the sovereignty of the kingdom, started the practice of 
informally delegating their power to others. Rajaram, the 

lj Second son of Shivaji, most probably on the counsel of his 
f [advisers,, started the practice of granting land for military 
| services, in face of the massive Mughal invasion» His 
ultimate successor Shahu, the son of Sambhaji, was utterly 
unsuitable to lead a turbulent people like the Marathas. 
The character and the policy of Shahu accentuated the trend 
of decentralisatione The saranjam system initiated by Rajaram 


— ~. § 
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was continued by Shahue pe all> sl nee 
Pe 2. jill iba “ : : ni | a aS 
Though the Marathas knew the sayanjam system\of the: S> 
Muhammadans from within, the saranjam system of the Marathas 
had its own peculiarities which vitally affected the 
constitutional, the financial, the administrative and the 


military ‘systems’ of the Marathase 


The garanjam was the assignment of land to a person for 


military services. There was, therefore, a donor who assigned 


land to a donee- The donor in the saranjam system, ultimately, 
in the formal sense was the Chhatrapati. Under an inactive 
and nonemartial ruler like. Shahu, Peshwa Bajirao gained 
power not because of any inherent strength in the “office” 

of the ieshwa, but because Bajirao was active and martial. 


The sardari of the army was not given to Bajiraos; it was givn 


to Chimaji, his brother. Both were strong and selfish and, 
therefore, audacious towards the Chhatrapatie Peshwa Bajirao 
was given seventeen villages while giving the robes of the 
Peshwaship; at the time of his death he left behind saranjam 
worth runees thirty lacse iie, moreover, left behind his own 
aan a who fouta be loyal to the Peshwa alone. By distribu- 
ting his share of the mokasa in Malwa and Gujrat to Maratha 


sardars, like Holkar, Shinde and Fawar, he created a following. 
o hes : 


nb 
This |followes was useful to Balaji Bajirao, son and 
successor of Bajiraoe During the Peshwaship of Balaji 
Bajirao, Shahu had problems of health, wives and money in 
superlative order- These problems of the Chhatrapati made 
the Peshwa bold in referring to the government and kingdom 
of Shahu as something distinct from the saran jam and the 
saranjamdars of the Feshwae Balaji Bajirao was dismissed 


from the Peshwaship by Shahue He, however, regained it by 


using conciliation and threat towards the Chhatrapati and 


